
 

 

Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics:  2000 
Geographic Area: Darwin city, Iowa 
[For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text] 



 

 

Table DP-2. Profile of Selected Social Characteristics:  2000 
Geographic Area: Darwin city, Iowa 
[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text] 



 

 

 

Table DP-3. Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics:  2000 
Geographic Area: Darwin city, Iowa 
[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text] 



 

 

Table DP-4. Profile of Selected Housing Characteristics:  2000 
Geographic Area: Darwin city, Iowa 
[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see text] 
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Local Mitigation Plan Review and Approval Status 

Jurisdiction: City of Darwin, Iowa 
 

Title of Plan: Hazard Mitigation Plan Date of Plan:  January 13, 2003 

Local Point of Contact: 
 
Title: 
 
Agency: 
 

Address: 

Phone Number: 
 

E-Mail: 

 
State Reviewer: 
 

Title: Date: 

 
FEMA Reviewer: Title: Date: 

Date Received in FEMA Region VII  

Plan Not Approved  

Plan Approved  

Date Approved  

 
NFIP Status* 

Jurisdiction: Y N N/A CRS 
Class 

1. City of Darwin, Iowa     

* Notes: Y = Participating N = Not Participating N/A = Not Mapped 
 
 



L O C A L  H A Z A R D  M I T I G A T I O N  P L A N  R E V I E W  C R O S S W A L K  F E M A  R E G I O N  V I I  
J u r i s d i c t i o n :   C i t y  o f  D a r w i n ,  I o w a   
 

March 31, 2004 Version 2 

L O C A L  M I T I G A T I O N  P L A N  R E V I E W  S U M M A R Y   
The plan cannot be approved if the plan has not been formally adopted. 

Each requirement includes separate elements. All elements of the requirement must be rated 
“Satisfactory” in order for the requirement to be fulfilled and receive a score of “Satisfactory.” 
Elements of each requirement are listed on the following pages of the Plan Review Crosswalk.  
A “Needs Improvement” score on elements shaded in gray (recommended but not required) will 
not preclude the plan from passing.  Reviewer’s comments must be provided for requirements 
receiving a “Needs Improvement” score.   

SCORING SYSTEM  

Please check one of the following for each requirement. 

N – Needs Improvement:  The plan does not meet the minimum for the requirement. 
Reviewer’s comments must be provided. 

 
S – Satisfactory:  The plan meets the minimum for the requirement.  Reviewer’s comments are 

encouraged, but not required. 
 

Prerequisite(s) (Check Applicable Box) NOT MET MET 
Adoption by the Local Governing Body: 
§201.6(c)(5)  OR   
   
Multi-Jurisdictional Plan Adoption: §201.6(c)(5) 

AND N/A N/A 

Multi-Jurisdictional Planning Participation: 
§201.6(a)(3) N/A N/A 

 
Planning Process N S 
Documentation of the Planning Process: §201.6(b) 
and §201.6(c)(1)   

 
Risk Assessment  N S 

Identifying Hazards: §201.6(c)(2)(i)   

Profiling Hazards: §201.6(c)(2)(i)   

Assessing Vulnerability:  Overview: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)   
Assessing Vulnerability:  Identifying Structures: 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(A) 

  

Assessing Vulnerability:  Estimating Potential 
Losses: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B) 

  

Assessing Vulnerability:  Analyzing Development 
Trends: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(C) 

  
Multi-Jurisdictional Risk Assessment: 
§201.6(c)(2)(iii) N/A N/A 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Mitigation Strategy N S 

Local Hazard Mitigation Goals: §201.6(c)(3)(i)   
Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions: 
§201.6(c)(3)(ii) 

  

Implementation of Mitigation Actions: 
§201.6(c)(3)(iii) 

  

Multi-Jurisdictional Mitigation Actions: 
§201.6(c)(3)(iv) N/A N/A 

 
Plan Maintenance Process N S 
Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan: 
§201.6(c)(4)(i) 

  

Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms: 
§201.6(c)(4)(ii) 

  

Continued Public Involvement: §201.6(c)(4)(iii)   
 

Additional State Requirements* N S 

Insert State Requirement   

Insert State Requirement   

Insert State Requirement   
 
 

LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN APPROVAL STATUS  

PLAN NOT APPROVED  

  

PLAN APPROVED  

 
*States that have additional requirements can add them in the appropriate sections of 
the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance or create a new section and modify 
this Plan Review Crosswalk to record the score for those requirements. 
 
See Reviewer’s Comments 
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PREREQUISITE(S) 
 

Adoption by the Local Governing Body 
 
Requirement §201.6(c)(5):  [The local hazard mitigation plan shall include] documentation that the plan has been formally adopted by the governing body of 
the jurisdiction requesting approval of the plan (e.g., City Council, County Commissioner, Tribal Council). 

SCORE 

Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) Reviewer’s Comments 

NOT 
MET 

 
MET 

A. Has the local governing body adopted the plan? Inside Cover    
B. Is supporting documentation, such as a resolution, 

included? 
Not in the Plan No copy was found in the plan. 

Required Revisions: 
 
• Include a copy of the formal resolution in the plan. 

For more information about adopting the mitigation plan, see 
Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 1. 

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
 

Multi-Jurisdictional Plan Adoption 
Requirement §201.6(c)(5):  For multi-jurisdictional plans, each jurisdiction requesting approval of the plan must document that it has been formally adopted. 

SCORE 

Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) Reviewer’s Comments 

NOT 
MET 

 
MET 

A. Does the plan indicate the specific jurisdictions 
represented in the plan? 

    

B. For each jurisdiction, has the local governing body 
adopted the plan? 

    

C. Is supporting documentation, such as a resolution, 
included for each participating jurisdiction? 

    

 SUMMARY SCORE N/A N/A 
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Multi-Jurisdictional Planning Participation 
Requirement §201.6(a)(3):  Multi-jurisdictional plans (e.g., watershed plans) may be accepted, as appropriate, as long as each jurisdiction has participated 
in the process … Statewide plans will not be accepted as multi-jurisdictional plans. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments 

NOT 
MET 

 
MET 

A. Does the plan describe how each jurisdiction 
participated in the plan’s development?  

   

 SUMMARY SCORE N/A N/A 

 
 

 

PLANNING PROCESS:  §201.6(b):  An open public involvement process is essential to the development of an effective plan. 

Documentation of the Planning Process 
Requirement §201.6(b):  In order to develop a more comprehensive approach to reducing the effects of natural disasters, the planning process shall include: 
(1) An opportunity for the public to comment on the plan during the drafting stage and prior to plan approval; 
(2) An opportunity for neighboring jurisdictions, local and regional agencies involved in hazard mitigation activities, and agencies that have the authority to 

regulate development, as well as businesses, academia and other private and non-profit interests to be involved in the planning process; and 
(3) Review and incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, reports, and technical information. 

Requirement §201.6(c)(1):  [The plan shall document] the planning process used to develop the plan, including how it was prepared, who was involved in the 
process, and how the public was involved. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the plan provide a narrative description of the 
process followed to prepare the plan? 

No Page Number  

Recommended Revisions: 

• Number the pages in this section of the plan (e.g., i, ii, etc.). 
  

B. Does the plan indicate who was involved in the 
planning process?  (For example, who led the 
development at the staff level and were there any 
external contributors such as contractors? Who 
participated on the plan committee, provided 

No Page Number 
 

The plan indicates that a Hazard Mitigation Planning 
Committee with sub-committees was formed, involving the 
representation of various City agencies.  However, there is no 
mention of the name of these agencies.  
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information, reviewed drafts, etc.?) Required Revisions: 

• Describe who was involved in the planning process.  

Recommended Revisions: 

• Include in the description how each member contributed to 
the process.  Describe who led the development of the plan 
at the staff level, whether there were external contributors 
(such as a contractor), and what other interested parties 
were involved. 

For more information on identifying the stakeholders and 
building the planning team, see Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), 
Step 2. 

C. Does the plan indicate how the public was involved?  
(Was the public provided an opportunity to comment 
on the plan during the drafting stage and prior to the 
plan approval?) 

No Page Number  
  

D. Was there an opportunity for neighboring jurisdictions, 
agencies, businesses, academia, nonprofits, and 
other interested parties to be involved in the planning 
process? 

No Page Number Although the plan states that a Public Information Meeting was 
held with the participation of non-profit organizations, private 
institutions, community development organizations, etc., it is 
not clear which organizations were represented in the meeting 
and how they were involved in the process.  

The plan does not indicated whether or not opportunities were 
given to neighboring communities to participate in the process. 

Required Revisions: 

• Discuss how local, State and Federal agencies, neighboring 
jurisdictions, local businesses, community leaders, 
educators, and other relevant private and nonprofit interest 
groups participated in the plan development. 

Recommended Revisions: 

• Include the names of the organizations involved in the 
process. 

For more ideas on identifying stakeholders, enlisting partners, 
and choosing an appropriate public participation model, see 
Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Steps 2 and 3. 

  

E. Does the planning process describe the review and 
incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, 
reports, and technical information? 

Not in the Plan The plan makes no reference to the review, analysis, and 
incorporation of existing documents consulted in the 
development of the plan.   
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Required Revisions:  

• Describe how the jurisdiction reviewed and integrated 
information in the plan from existing plans, studies, reports, 
and technical documents.   

 SUMMARY SCORE   
 

 




